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The  excellence  of  soldiers  coming  from  the  training  base  is 
we  1  I  recognized  throughout  the  U.  S.  Army.  Not  only  are  the 
soldiers  well  trained  in  their  individual  combat  and  Military 
Occupational  Specialty  (MOS)  skills,  they  also  have  learned  "how 
to  be  cohesive."  The  Army  recognized  the  value  of  this 
experience  and  moved  to  capture  it  with  the  COHORT  initiative. 
This  evolved  to  the  Unit  Manning  System  (UMS)  and  is  still  in  a 
period  of  decision  regarding  the  final  form.  Intensive  study 
and  analysis  of  COHORT  units  reveal  that  some  leaders  capture 
and  retain  cohesion  better  than  others.  The  UMS  is  a  necessary 
but  not  sufficient  condition  for  developing  more  cohesive  units. 
Leader  training  must  be  geared  to  develop  the  bonding  and 
team-bu 1  I di ng  skills  which  lead  to  cohesive  units.  Senior 
leaders  must  provide  the  command  climate  to  promote  and  reward 
cohesion  building.  Leaders  from  throughout  the  Army  could 
benefit  by  learning  from  the  "leadership  lab"  of  Initial  Entrv 
Training  ciET).  Leaders  need  to  understand  and  appreciate  what 
their  soldiers  have  experienced  in  One  Station  Unit  Training 
(OSUT).  More  contact  between  the  field  and  training  unit 
leaders  will  facilitate  a  sharing  of  insights  and  promote  better 
cohesion  in  small  units.  The  UMS  in  a  package  replacement  mode 
IS  the  perfect  vehicle  to  accomplish  this.  Better  leader 
training  and  changes  in  command  climate,  such  as  the  initiatives 
in  "Leadership  for  the  Nineties",  can  provide  the  necessary 
ingredients  to  insure  the  success  of  the  UMS  and  better  cohesion 
in  the  U.  S.  Army. 
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Thp  v-tiiue  ot  unit  cohesion  anri  esprit  to  an  Army  s  success 

has  been  reoognized  throughout  history.  U i ausew i t z  writes: 

Militaiy  sp i r 1  I  ,  then,  is  one  ot  the  most  important 
moral  elements  in  war.  ...How  much  has  been 
accomplished  by  this  spirit,  this  sterling  quality,  this 
refinement  of  base  ore  into  precious  metal,  is 
demonstrated  by  the  Macedonians  under  Alexander,  the 
Roman  legions  under  Ceasar ,  the  Spanish  infantry  under 
Alexander  Fornese.  the  Swedes  under  Gustavus  Adolphus 
and  Charles  XII,  the  Prussians  under  Frederick  the 
Great,  and  the  French  under  Bonaparte. 1 


In  modern  times,  we  see  many  similar  results.  Sh i I s  and 
Janowitz  correlate  the  success  ot  the  German  Army  in  World  War 
[I  with  their  superior  small  unit  cohesion.^  The  dismal 


experiences  of  the  first  U.S.  Army  units  thrown  into  the  Korean 
War  certainly  demonstrated  disastrous  results  when  small  unit 
cohesion  was  one  of  the  missing  elements.^  Colonel  Wm.  Darryl 


Henderson  has  shown  that  much  of  the  success  of  the  North 
Vietnamese  and  Israeli  Armies  can  be  linked  with  their  unusually 
cohesive  small  units. ^ 

If  there  is  general  agreement  that  cohesion  is  a  kev  to 
success  in  battle,  there  is  not  universal  acceptance  of  how  to 
build  highly  cohesive  units.  In  fact  the  value  of  cohesion  and 


Its  attainability  and  necessity  in  a  peacetime  Army  have  been 
open  to  question.  The  purpose  of  this  paper  is  to  discuss  the 
cohesion  building  process  in  the  U.S.  Army  today  from  the 


perspective  of  Initial  Entry  Training  (lET). 


..  .  jt.  rltr.iVlou/ 

Avf.lliM  ilty  CodiiB 
,AvnlI 

Dlat  I  Special  ’  \ 


□  □ 


Cohesion  is  the  glue  that  holds  soldiers  together  in  units 


so  they  accomp  1  ish  missions  under  even  the  most  trying 


c 1 rcumst ances .  It  is  difticult  to  measure  but  none- 1 he  -  1  ess  a 


real  phenomenon  that  bonds  soldiers  to  each  other  and  their 


eaders.  The  thoughts  which  follow  are  reflections  following 


command  of  a  One  Station  Unit  Training  (OSUT)^  combat  engineer 


battalion.  This  assignment  had  been  preceded  by  a  three  year 


tour  as  an  operations  officer  and  executive  officer  in  a  Table 


of  Organization  and  Equipment  CTOE)  combat  engineer  battalion. 


The  combination  of  these  two  assignments  provided  for  a 


profoundly  different  outlook  on  soldiers  and  the  cohesion 


building  process. 


The  thesis  of  this  paper  is  that  soldiers  first  learn  how 


to  be  cohesive  in  the  training  base.  OSUT  is  the  lET  mode 


which  teaches  this  best  since  the  soldiers  are  together  longer 


while  their  foundational  military  values  are  formed.  An 


integral  part  of  what  the  United  States  Army  Training  and 


Doctrine  Command  (TRADOC)  calls  "  so  1 di er i zat  i  on "  is  in  effect 


the  socialization  process  which  builds  cohesive  units.  Further. 


many  Army  leaders  do  not  know  or  appreciate  what  the  soldiers 


have  experienced  in  lET.  Because  the  OSUT  graduate  has  learned 


bonding  skills,  his  expectations  are  higher  than  if  he  had  been 


trained  as  a  human  "spare  part."  He  truly  hopes  to  find  in  his 


"second"  unit  the  same  kind  of  challenge,  excitement,  and  close 


bonding.  The  sad  fact  that  he  does  not  always  find  these  has 


been  well  established  by  researchers  and  acknowledged  by  Army 


eaders.  In  fact,  this  situation  contributed  to  the  decision  to 


implement  the  Cohesion.  Operational  Readiness.  and  J'r;iiniria 


(.  COHORT  1  sysfem  in  |dHi. 


Then  Chief  of  Staff.  General  Edward  C.  Meyer,  in  mentioning 
rhe  many  factors  of  cohesion  which  were  being  violated  in  our 
Army,  quoted  a  report  on  why  soldiers  left  the  Army:  "For  the 
vast  majority  of  those  interviewed,  basic  combat  training  was 
the  highlight  of  their  service.  Hours  were  reported  to  be  long, 
and  the  drill  instructors  tough,  but  most  said  they  liked  the 
structure  imposed,  knowing  what  was  expected  of  them  every 
minute.-  the  organization  and  obvious  good  planning,  and  the 
feelings  ot  accomplishment  and  camaraderie  they  had  felt. 
Another  otten  mentioned  [attribute]  of  basic  training  was  the 
concern  ot  drill  instructors  that  training  be  effective  and  that 
personal  problems  receive  immediate  attention."''-’ 

Soldiers  were  otten  disappointed  with  their  tirst  TOE 
units.  General  Meyer  concluded  that  at  least  part  of  the  answer 
was  to  implement  a  replacement  system  which  could  capture  the 
many  positive  aspects  built  in  the  training  base.  The  first 
COHORT  package  was  formed  in  March  1981  and  after  Basic  Training 
was  sent  to  Fort  Carson  and  the  4th  Mech  Division  for  completion 
of  training  in  their  TOE  unit.^  Since  that  time.  COHORT  has 
evolved  into  the  Unit  Manning  System  (UMS),  The  UMS  consists  ot 
COHORT  -  the  unit  replacement  and  deployment  system,  and  the 
Regimental  System  -  pairing  of  like  CONUS  and  OCUNUS  battalions, 
to  provide  soldiers  associations  within  a  regiment  during  their 
careers.  fin  this  paper  I  will  refer  to  COHORT  and  the  UMS 
interchangeably  while  emphasizing  the  unit  replacement  part  of 
the  UMSJ  .  COHORT  has  done  much  to  highlight  the  potential 
benefits  ot  carrying  over  OSUT-built  cohesion  to  TOE  units. 


Adjustments  have  been  made  as  the  oroblems  ot  sustaining  rhe 


system  have  become  evident.  Smaller  package  replacements  in 
various  combinations  are  being  considered. 

The  Army  is  at  a  critical  decision  point.  Is  the  UMS 
achieving  its  tuM  potential  to  enhance  cohesion?  Is  a  new 
personnel  replacement  system  sufficient  to  improve  cohesion? 
What  other  changes  need  to  be  made?  How  has  OSUT  contributed  to 
the  success  (or  failure)  of  the  UMS?  Where  do  we  look  for  the 
answers  to  these  and  other  questions?  Army  senior  leaders  had 
the  foresight  to  anticipate  these  kind  of  questions  and  have 
employed  two  Army  agencies  to  do  evaluation  and  follow-up.  The 
U.  S.  Army  Research  Institute  (ARI)  and  the  Walter  Reed  Army 
Institute  of  Research  (WRAIR)  have  provided  many  insights  in 
their  extensive  analysis  of  cohesion  and  research  on  the  UMS. 
The  next  section  will  outline  results  of  some  ot  that  research 
and  attempt  to  answer  some  of  the  critical  questions  on  cohesion 
and  the  UMG .  The  role  of  OSUT  in  the  total  equation  should 
emerge  and  help  clarity  the  value  of  understanding  the  soldier- s 
first  cohesion-building  experience. 


COHESION  RESEARCH  AND  THE  UMS  EVALUATION 

Researchers  have  made  in-depth  investigations  into  the 
basic  nature  of  cohesion  in  military  units  and  particularly  the 
U.  S.  Army.  Dr.  Guy  L,  Siebold  of  ARI  has  produced  particularly 
insightful  writings  on  soldier  bonding.  His  definitions  help  us 


g] 


'■nth  ph'j'sicai  matter,  he  uses  the  dictionary  definition  nt 
cohere:  "the  degree  to  which  the  entity  holds  together  as  parts 
ot  the  same  mass. "8  [.jg  contrasts  this  simple  definition  with  a 
more  precise  one  which  includes  such  jargon  as  “mechanisms  ot 
social  control"  and  "structured  patterns  of  social  relationships 
between  unit  members  individually  and  collectively,  necessary  to 
achieve  the  unit's  purpose."*^  Siebold  feels  that  this  latter 
meaning  is  useful  because  it  helps  to  distinguish  cohesion  from 
the  closely  related  terms  "morale"  and  "esprit  de  corp . "  He 
relates  the  definition  to  three  relevant  areas:  why  men  fight: 
first  term  service  member  life  cycle:  and  the  changing  structure 
of  the  m 1 1  1 t ary . 1 0 

There  is  a  very  strong  force  in  a  highly  cohesive  unit 
motivating  members  to  act  because  "I'll  do  it  for  my  buddies." 
Siebold  concludes  that  this  "normative  influence"  of  the  group 
IS  one  of  the  social  control  mechanisms  which  causes  men  to 
fight.il  Research  on  the  total  experience  ot  first  term 
soldiers  is  a  lucrative  area  for  the  study  of  cohesion.  Siebold 
writes  that:  "Recent  investigations  show  within  a  few  months  of 
arriving  at  their  unit  of  assignment,  the  service  member  s 
attitudes,  support  for  military  values,  and  career  intent 
decline  si gn i f i cant  1 y  . " ^ 2  These  researchers  conclude  three 
possible  reasons:  unreasonable  initial  expectations  by  the 
soldiers;  lesser  quality  leadership  in  the  TOE  units;  and  tori 
much  freedom  in  the  new  units  [compared  to  lETJ.*-'^  .Siebold 
theorizes  as  fol  lows:  The  dec  i  ine  may  be  because  the  new 
soldiers  are  learning  and  growing  but  not  being  recognized  and 

b 


i 


not  being  given  status  and  rights.  This  causes  bad  feelings  and 
other  negative  reactions  and  the  normative  patterns  aren  t 
changing  as  the  soldiers  mature. 

My  own  research  and  experience  reinforce  Siebolds  theory 
in  the  sense  that  many  TOE  leaders  are  unaware  of  the  Soldiers 
experiences  in  OSUT .  The  sol d i er i zat on  process  c or  "normative 
pattern")  did  change  as  they  matured  during  the  intense  IJ  weei- 
cycle.  The  soldiers  learn  to  expect  this  continual  recognition 
of  their  advancing  maturity.  TOE  leaders  sometimes  think  tne 
soldiers  are  frustrated  because  they  are  not  receiving  the 
"close  supervision"  of  lET.  It  may  be  more  the  recognition  of 
growth  soldiers  are  expecting  and  not  receiving  that  is  causing 
the  frustration.  When  unit  leaders  recognize  this,  cohesion  is 
higher  and  the  first  termer  decline  is  not  as  sharp.  Another 
link  with  Siebold's  definition  is  the  normative  influence  which 
IS  such  an  important  factor  in  OSUT.  The  combination  of 
environment,  leadership,  and  climate  all  combine  to  create  ideai 
conditions  for  positive  peer  pressure  which  yields  the  strong 
so  I  d  1  er  - 1  o-so  1  di  er  and  so  1  di  er-to- I  eader  bonding  in  USU'I' .  The 
soldiers  then  come  to  expect  this  as  normal  tor  an  Army  unit. 

An  incisive  study  was  completed  by  students  at  the  U.S. 
Industrial  College  of  the  Armed  Forces  (ICAF).  Their  report 
entitled  Cohesion  in  the  U.  S.  Military  defines  military 
cohesion  as  "the  bonding  together  of  members  of  an  organization 
or  unit  in  such  a  way  as  to  sustain  their  will  and  commitment  to 
each  other,  their  unit,  and  mission. "^5  This  is  very  close  to 
the  simple  concept  we  used  in  explaining  cohesion  as  "glue"  to 


thp  soldiers  in  OSUT .  The  authors  argue  thar  ruo  ‘aysrerni:.- 
factors  -  technology  and  ideas  i.ot  oureaucrat  i  c  organization] 
have  influenced  cohesion.  "Managers'’  have  replaced  leaders  .anc 
"  ca  I  cti  I  at  1  ve  commitment"  has  replaced  the  moral  commitment  of  a 
cal  I  mg.  L6  They  conclude  that  U.  S.  Army  leaders  are  not  very 
aware  of  the  systemic  factors  which  have  affected  fnegativelyj 
cohesion  in  units.  They  make  important  recommendations  to 
counter  this  and  believe  that  cohesion  needs  to  be  explicit  iv 
sought:  "The  important  point  to  be  made  is  that  each  commander 
should  develop  and  implement  a  written  plan  tor  developing 
cohesion  in  his  organization.  The  plan  must  include  provisions 
tor  program  evaluation  just  as  methodically  as  in  training, 
maintenance,  and  similar  f unct i ons . “ ^ ^ 

ARI  and  WRAIR  are  pioneers  in  efforts  to  describe  and  find 
ways  to  measure  cohesion  in  the  U.S.  Army.  Their  social 
scientists  are  respected  in  their  professional  communities  and 
have  produced  some  useful  products  for  Army  leaders  in  the 
field.  Headquarters,  Department  of  the  Army  c HOUA )  has  engaged 
ARI  and  WRAIR' s  considerable  expertise  in  monitoring  and 
designing  measures  of  effectiveness  for  the  UMS . 

WRAIR  researchers  have  completed  the  fifth  of  a  series  of 
UMS  technical  reports  in  which  they  focused  on  the  experiences 
of  COHORT  units  in  the  Regimental  system  in  both  the  Continental 
United  States  (CONUS)  and  U.S.  Army  Europe  (USAREUR).  Field 
Evaluation  Technical  Report  Number  5,  completed  in  Septemooc 
1987,  shows  results  of  the  7th  Infantry  Division  (Light)  over 
the  past  two  to  three  years  as  COHORT  units  tilled  and  then 


matured.  WRAIR  puDlished  and  distributed  an  insightful  report 
"Evaluating  the  Unit  Manning  System;  Lessons  Learned  to  Date"  in 
August  1987.  ARI  also  has  produced  a  numoer  of  illuminating 
reports  on  the  subjects  of  bonding  and  cohesion.  The 
conclusions  which  are  most  relevant  to  the  thesis  of  this  paper 
are  summaricea  below. 


A  Close  Look  at  the  COHORT  Experience 


WRAIR  researchers  nave  tound  that  horizontal  bonding  tthat 
between  the  soldiers)  has  generally  remained  better  in  COHORT 
units  then  non-COHORT  units.  But  vertical  cohesion  (that 
between  soldiers  and  their  leaders)  has  shown  extreme 
variability  and  in  general  has  decreased  after  a  few  years  under 
COHORT. While  there  are  many  complex  reasons  for  this, 
leaders  who  are  familiar  with  the  horizontal  and  vertical 
bonding  the  soldiers  expect  based  on  their  OSUT  experience  are 
more  likely  to  succeed. 

Researchers  also  found; 


(1) .  "COHORT  IS  a  necessary  but  not  sufficient 
prerequisite  to  unit  cohesion  and  high  human 
performance."^*^  COMMENT;  In  OSUT  the  systemic 
environment  will  not  produce  vertical  bonding  and 
superior  unit  results  without  the  proper  leadership 
and  command  climate.  It  takes  more  than  "total 
control"  to  provide  a  highly  cohesive  environment. 

(2) .  In  the  American  Army,  cohesion  is  presumed 
to  be  a  byproduct,  not  a  core  goal  leaders  need  to 
be  trained  to  create  and  maintain. COMMENT; 

Because  it  was  pursued  explicitly  the  constant  push  for 
better  " so  1 d i er i zat i on"  in  OSUT  really  promoted  and 
taught  unit  cohesion. 


( .,o  .  I'he  chaMenaes  to  'eiders  were  tremenoous. 

"Very  tew  leaders  underst;  ood .  .  .  r  hey  were  aean  no  with 
a  new  and  unt  ami  liar  phenomena  -  soiriiers  who  were 
se  I  t  -  mot  i  va  t  ed  .  who  neerted  and  wanted  fn  oe  r^naht  ann 
QVJided.  not  driven."<^l  "His  trainino  nas  nor 
prepared  him  tor  these  spontaneously  motivated  snioiers 
dedicated  to  developing  comoat  skills.  [-ie  understood 
tactics  but  misunderstood  group  process "in  the 
first  place.  NCO  s  and  officers  were  not  orepareo  rnr 
the  interested,  se 1 f -mot i vated .  horizontally  bonded 
soldiers  coming  out  of  OSUT."^^  COMMENT:  These 
research  findings  are  in  direct  support  of  my  thesis. 
Leaders  need  to  become  immersed  in  what  happens  to 
their  soldiers  in  OSUT  so  they  can  better  provide  the 
leadership  needed  for  retaining  the  same  spirit  and 
cohes I  on . 

C4).  In  commenting  on  "what  worked"  in  the  7th 
Infantry  Division  (Light).  WRAIR  researchers 
concluded:  "Horizontal  cohesion  built 
upon  the  COHORT  organizational  principle  and  OSUT 
training  program  (emphasis  added).  Eager  to  learn, 
ready  to  help  each  other  ana  prepared  to  accept  the 
values  of  their  new  unit,  the  first-termer  soldiers 
were  psychologically  prepared  tor  integration  into 
their  new  unit.  But  vertical  cohesion  does  not  take 
place  automatically.  Those  officers  and  NCOs  who 
successfully  integrated  their  first-term  soldiers  did 
so  by  meeting  those  soldiers-  needs  for  competent 
leadership,  focus  on  the  mission  and  respect. "24 
COMMENT:  This  is  in  perfect  consonance  with  my  thesis. 
WRAIR  researchers  seemed  to  observe  the  logical 
extension  of  the  climate  and  tough,  caring 
leadership  of  OSUT  carried  over  in  the  best  units. 
Significantly.  OSUT  soldiers  not  only  experienced 
horizontal  cohesion  but  also  learned  the  skill  of 
fitting  into  a  vertically  cohesive  group.  Knowing 
this  IS  one  of  the  secrets  in  re-capturing  the  OSUT 
spirit  and  leading  a  high  performance  unit. 

(5).  Regarding  command  climate,  WRAIR  researchers 
concluded:  "Interviews  and  observations  revealed 

little  appreciation  by  battalion  staff,  and  no 
appreciation  on  the  part  of  company  level  leaders 
for  the  importance  of  military  cohesion.  The  practice 
of  training  incoming  replacements  as  individuals  rather 
then  as  a  cohesive  group  to  be  kept  together  suggests 
that  the  concept  of  military  cohesion  has  not 
penetrated  to  the  small  unit  level  even  now . . . . Un 1  ess 
this  mindset  is  changed  --  that  cohesion  is  the 
business  of  company  leaders,  not  just  HQDA  --  the  whole 
UMS  experience  will  melt  back  into  the  individual 
replacement  system  it  was  designed  to  e i imi nate . "2b 
COMMENT:  This  finding  was  based  on  the  cumulative 
experience  of  research  on  COHORT  units  and  has 


disturbing  implications.  Even  given  that  WRAIR  may 
present  a  slight  "soldier  bias"  this  finding  is  too 
significant  to  be  ignored.  It  is  a  tougher  challenge 
to  integrate  soldiers  into  the  unit  in  teams  and  more 
threatening  to  a  leader  who  i sn  t  sure  of  himseif. 

What  these  leaders  do  not  appreciate  is  the  tremendous 
combat  multiplier  that  a  highly  cohesive  unit  has  in 
Its  superior  bonding. 

(6) .  LTC  Robert  Schneider  from  WRAIR  comments  in  a 
study  of  how  replacements  were  integrated  info  COHORT 
companies.  "The  squads  and  sections  did  a  surprisingly 
good  job  of  accepting  newcomers.  Horizontal  cohesion 
was  established  quickly.  At  the  same  time,  the  buddy 
team  concept  assured  good  mutual  support  to  the 
replacement.  On  the  other  hand,  small  unit  leaders  did 
little  to  encourage  the  development  of  vertical 
cohesion.  Most  stated  that  given  the  choice,  they 
would  assign  replacements  individually,  even  it  it 
meant  breaking  pre-formed  groups  (such  as  these  buddy 
teams). 2b  WRAIR  researchers  warned  in  Technical 
Report  Number  4:  "The  whole  UMS  experiment  is  in 
jeopardy  it  battalion  and  company  commanders  cannot 
capitalize  on  the  cohesion  potential  ot  replacement 
packets  of  soldiers  who  already  know  one  another  when 
they  arrive  at  the  company  or  battery."^^  COMMENT: 
Leaders  who  know  how  the  strong  cohesion  bonds  are 
developed  in  OSUT  would  be  less  likely  to  break  up  the 
buddy  teams. 

(7) .  Dr.  Slebold  from  ARI .  in  a  "Report  on  Bonding  in 
Army  Combat  Units,"  described  what  junior  soldiers 
thought  was  needed  to  build  cohesion:  "Junior  enlisted 
soldiers  saw  their  responsibility  as  one  in  which  they 
supported  one  another,  worked  as  a  team,  pushed  one 
another  to  do  things  right  to  accomplish  the  mission, 
accepted  orders  without  complaining.  From  leaders 
(team,  squad  and  platoon)  they  expected:  A  good  role 
model,  an  advocate  for  their  subordinates,  a 
communicator  and  translator  of  accurate  information, 
and  one  who  ensures  soldiers  are  getting  a  fair  deal. 
And  from  the  company  and  battalion  leaders:  Setting 
appropriate  climate  of  trust  and  openness,  providing 
challenging  training,  establishing  and  following 
policies  consistent  with  building  cohesion,  fixing 

any  widespread  problems  diminishing  the  quality  ot  unit 
1 eadersh 1 p . " 28  COMMENT:  The  perceptions  ot  these 
soldiers  is  so  closely  aligned  with  the  environment, 
leadership,  and  climate  of  OSUT  that  it  cannot  be  mere 
coincidence.  The  soldiers  longed  to  recapture  the 
cohesiveness  they  experienced  in  OSUT. 


The  extensive  research  just  touched  on  above  does  give  us 
tentative  answers  to  our  tough  questions.  The  UMS  has  improved 


in 


cohesion  in  combat  arms  units  but  the  progress  is  not  uniform 
and  some  disturbing  trends  are  emerging.  A  package  replacement 
system  in  whatever  form  is  necessary  but  not  enough  by  itself  to 
improve  cohesion.  OSUT  is  a  key  ingredient  in  the  success  of 
the  UMS  because  it  is  the  starting  point  tor  better  cohesion. 
Enlightened  leadership  and  a  positive  command  climate  are  the 
other  critical  elements  that  are  needed. 

Leadership  and  Cohesive  Units 

Close  analysis  of  the  UMS  has  also  produced  some 
potentially  fruitful  insights  in  the  area  of  more  effective 
leadership.  WRAIR^s  LTC  Larry  Ingraham,  who  has  studied 
soldiers  and  their  environment  in  great  depth,  wrote  an  article 
"from  the  heart"  in  the  December  1987  Mill  tarv  Rev  lew.  The 
message  entitled  "Caring  is  not  Enough:  An  Uninvited  Talk  to 
Army  Leaders"  is  a  jewel  of  condensed  wisdom  from  the  soldier  s 
perspective.  Ingraham's  results  are  based  on  interviews  of 
thousands  of  soldiers  in  more  than  a  hundred  companies  and 
batteries  by  the  WRAIR  research  team  in  their  UMS  evaluations 
over  the  last  six  years. 2^  The  bottom  line  is  that  real  caring 
leadership  means  communicating  with  soldiers  and  their  families. 
It  means  focusing  enough  of  our  leadership  energy  downward  to 
make  the  unit  a  cohesive  group  and  this  entails  listening  --  to 
good  and  bad  news.  "Again,  your  success  depends  on  your 

subordinates.  If  you  are  any  good  at  all,  your  subordinates 
will  not  shield  you  from  the  unpleasant.  When  they 


do  It  IS  Decause  they  are  teartui  .  They  nave  rested  your 
courage  to  hear  the  truth,  and  found  you  wan  r  i  ng .  " ijverai  i 
from  the  WRAiR  research  results  to  date;  "The  cniet  influence  on 
unit  cohesion  is  leader  oehav  i  or  .  " ^ 

So  what  are  we  doing  to  train  leaders  who  will  oe  skilled 
enough  to  build  cohesive  units?  ARI  has  focused  researrh  in  a 
project  entitled  '' r.eaoersh  i  p  for  the  Nineties."  The  oroject. 
under  the  direction  of  Dr.  Owen  Jacobs  and  Major  Larry  Boice. 
has  two  major  elements.  They  include  a  one  week  leadership 
training  package  for  company  chains  of  command  "which  focuses  on 
replacement  assimilation  and  t  ntegrat  i  on . "  This  training 

package  includes  the  following  modules: 

*  Leader  as  a  Person: 

*  Communicate  with  Others; 

*  Team  Building  (Soldier  Team  Development): 

*  Leadersh ip/Fol 1 owership; 

*  Role  Clarification  (By  Position): 

Unit  Goal  .Setting; 

*  Role  Relationships; 

*  Problem  Solving; 

*  Action  Planning  and  Problem  Solving;  and 

*  Goals  Rev  i  s  i  ted/Rev  1  ew  and  Cr  1 1  i  que  . 

The  first  40  hour  course  was  given  by  six  officers  from  ARi  . 
Center  for  Army  Leadership,  and  U.  S.  Forces  Command  ( FORSCOM ) 
to  25  leaders  from  a  company  chain  of  command  in  the  6th 
Infantry  Division  (Light).  The  cadre  received  the  instruction  in 
Alaska  just  before  departing  tor  their  four  week  Light  Leaders 
Course  at  Fort  Benning.  They  were  scheduled  to  receive  their 
company  fill  from  OSUT  immediately  after  this.  While  this 
trial  run  was  adapted  to  the  COHORT  unit,  "its  broader  purpose 
was  to  provide  the  skill  training  needed  for  the  rapid 


12 


E 


assimilation  ot  replacements,  the  bonding  ot  replacements  withiri 
the  unit,  and  the  etficient  development  of  collective  skills."'*'^ 
This  course  is  the  logical  conclusion  ot  what  researchers 
have  discovered  from  the  extensive  UMS  studies.  Leader  training 
like  this  IS  a  key  ingredient  needed  to  make  UMS  a  success. 
“Leadership  for  the  Nineties"  supports  the  thesis  that  our  Army 
can  learn  about  cohesiveness  from  the  training  base.  The  kinds 
ot  skills  in  the  course  are  closely  related  to  leadership 
practiced  in  the  OSUT  environment.  Leaders  throughout  the  Army 
need  to  learn  these  kind  of  bonding  and  team-bu i 1 d i ng  skills. 

"Leadership  for  the  Nineties"  also  includes  a  focus  on 
command  climate  issues  and  recommends  a  set  of  Division  level 
policy  changes.  These  include: 

*  Stability  Measures; 

*  Unit  Stabilization  and  Sustainment: 

*  Sen  1 or-Subordj nate  Re ) at i onsh i ps : 

*  Standards  of  Performance; 

*  Cohesion  Measurement;  and 

*  Second- 1 n -Command  Training. 

If  the  policy  changes  test  positive  in  a  real  world  Division, 

"these  policies  can  serve  as  a  model  for  the  following: 

modification  of  the  USR  Personnel  Readiness  Index,  to  reflect 
stability  of  small  units  and  their  leaders:  replacement 

assimilation  practices,  to  facilitate  rapid  bonding  and  skill 
development;  and  soldier  assignments  management  within  units,  to 
stabilize  membership  and  enhance  technical  and  tactical 

proficiency.  The  implementation  ot  these  policies  will  enhance 
operational  effectiveness  in  all  Army  units,  not  just  COHORT. 

In  combination,  the  initiatives  ot  "Leadership  tor  the 
Nineties"  offer  an  exciting  possibility  to  materially  improve 
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the  way  we  harness  our  precious  human  resources  --  our  soioiers 
and  their  tami  I  les.  These  kinds  ot  dynamic  new  changes  wi  1  i 
insure  the  success  ot  the  UMS  in  improving  cohesion  in  our  Army. 
They  also  parallel  closely  the  environment,  leadership  and 
climate  which  TRADOC  has  fostered  in  OSUT  units. 

A  Comparative  Analysis 

It  seems  clear  that  for  Army  leaders  to  achieve  better 
cohesion  with  the  UMS,  they  have  to  build  on  the  USU'f 
foundation.  Why  is  OSUT  so  different  than  the  TOE  Army  .>  What 
can  Army  leaders  learn  by  studying  the  lET  environment, 
leadership,  and  command  climate?  A  great  vehicle  to  answer 
these  and  related  questions  is  hidden  in  the  work  of  Colonel  Wm. 
Uarryi  Henderson.  Colonel  Henderson,  the  current  commander  ot 
API,  presents  an  incisive  analysis  in  his  book  Cohesion:  The 
Human  Element  in  Combat.  He  convincingly  argues  the 
significance  of  small  unit  cohesion  to  the  success  ot  an  army 
and  then  explores  how  cohesion  is  built.  The  real  importance  ot 
his  work  lies  in  a  comparative  analysis  ot  small  unit  cohesion 
in  tour  current  day  armies:  the  North  Vietnamese,  the  Uniteo 
States,  the  Soviet,  and  the  Israeli.  Henderson  rates  each  ot 
these  armies  against  elements  his  research  has  shown  are 


accurate  measures  of  small  unit  cohesion.  The  results  otter  a 
compelling  argument  that  the  successful  armies  achieved  their 
success  because  ot  superior  small  unit  cohesion.  The  U.  .s.  Army 
IS  rated  low  in  most  of  the  parameters  which  measure  cohesion. 
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Henderson- s  analysis  is  focused  on  TOE  army  units. 


1  will 


outline  his  results  in  each  category  of  analysis  for  the  U.  iJ 


Army  and  contrast  them  with  my  own  suojective  ratings  tor  a 


trainee  soldier  in  an  OSUT  unit. 


TABLE  1 

UNIT  ABILITY  TO  PROVIDE  FOR  SOLDIER'S  PHYSICAL, 
SECURITY  AND  SOCIAL  AFFILIATION  NEEDS37 


ELEMENT 


U.  S.  ARMY  OSUT 

(Hendersons  Rating)  (My  Rating) 


Unit  meets  basic  logistical 
requ 1 rements 


Unit  IS  primary  social  group 


Unit  IS  major  source  of  esteem 
and  recogn i t i on 


Unit  protects  soldier  from 
higher  headquarters 


Unit  provides  sense  of  control 
over  events 


Unit  causes  soldier  to  identify 
with  leader  and  Army  goals 


LEGEND  1 


Strong  ++ 


Weak 


TABLE  4 

UNIT  MOTIVATION  AND  CONTROL^f 


Members  bonded  to  unit  through  --  *■  + 

norms  and  values 

Personal  approach  to  small-unit  -  + 

leadership,  not  managerial 

Leader-soldier  interaction  on  oasis  -  ♦•  + 

of  trust,  not  contracts 

Normative  "service"  motivation,  not  -  ++ 

"economic  man"  utilitarian  motivation 
I imi ted 


TABLE  10 

CHARACTERISTICS  OF  LEADERSHIP^! 


Leadership  priority  focused  on  small  -  ++ 

units,  platoon  and  company 

Strict  code  of  professional  ethics  ++  ++ 

requires  leaders  share  danger/hardships 

Leaders  utilize  effects  of  civic  -  + 

education  or  indoctrination  to 
maximize  leadership 

Small-unit  leaders  have  authority  to  -  ++ 

control  all  events  or  actions  in  unit 

Leader  influence  through  power  to 

reward  or  punish  +  + 

Leader  influence  through  expertise  +  ++ 

and  as  source  of  information 

Leader  influence  through  legitimate  +  ++ 

power 

Leader  influence  through  referent  +  ++ 

power 


Colonel  Henoerson  s  parameters  provide  a  ta'^cinatino 
comparison  from  the  perspective  ot  a  cohesion  ouiloing 
environment.  That  conditions  can  be  so  ditterent  in  significant 
ways  between  OSUT  and  TOE  units  is  not  obvious  unless  this  Kino 
ot  comparison  is  made.  Many  Army  leaders  might  conclude  that 
superior  cohesion  in  USUT  results  almost  entirely  from  the  total 
control  exerted  over  the  soldiers  who  all  live  in  most i v 
open-oay  or  eight  man  rooms.  The  outside  influences  on  the 
moaern  American  soldier  in  a  typical  TOE  unit  are  certainty 
detractors  from  cohesion.  But  how  many  leaders  nave  pursued 
cohesion  as  a  goal  and  not  just  a  byproduct  ot  good  trainingf 
An  interview  of  a  senior  Defense  official  in  the  National 
Defense  University  study  on  cohesion  addresses  this  point. 
'Times  change.  The  Friday  night  Gl  party  no  longer  makes  sense 
It  three-fourths  of  the  people  live  out  of  the  barracks. 
Besides.  I  question  whether  the  barracks  arrangement,  whatever 
It  IS.  affects  unit  cohesion  anymore,  one  way  or  another....  We 
can  still  have  a  focus  tor  unit  and  cohesion,  but  it  will  be 
elsewhere  than  in  the  barracks.  After  all,  I  don't  think  the 


mar r i ed 

percent  in  the  ranks 

wi  1  1  ever  be 

what 

1 1  was  1  n 

the 

past  . 

Instead  of  focusing 

on 

the  barracks, 

then, 

let  s 

g  1  ve 

the 

company 

a  central  place 

to 

assemble  each 

day 

with 

lockers. 

equipment,  classrooms,  orderly  rooms,  and  arms  rooms,  wh  i  I'h 
would  be  equally  important  to  all,  regardless  ot  where  they 
live.  "42  (.{p  suggested  that  we  need  innovative  ideas  nn  how  to 
create  cohesion  in  the  military  "as  it  is.  not  how  we  would  lii^e 


It  to  be .  '  One  place  to  1  ook  for  these  innovative  ideas  is 

the  environment,  leadership,  and  command  clim=ire  in  OSUT  units. 

CONCLLISIONh  AND  PECOMMENDAT I  ONS 

INSIGHTS  FROM  THE  TRAINING  BASE 

My  professional  experience  confirms  wnat  researchers 

discovered  in  their  studies  on  cohesion:  the  USUT  graduate  has 
been  nurtured  in  a  highly  cohesive  environment  with  effective 
small  unit  leadership  and  a  positive  command  climate.  ARI  and 
WRAIR  researchers  have  documented  the  soldier  s  longing  to 

experience  this  kind  of  unit  again.  OSUT  has  been  described  by 

some  leaders  as  a  "leadership  lab."  This  is  in  fact  a  highly 
accurate  and  useful  description.  The  small  unit  leader 
essentially  starts  over  three  or  four  times  every  year.  'Ihe 

overwhelming  portion  of  leaders'  efforts  are  invested  in  leading 
and  caring  for  soldiers.  Soldiers  and  leaders  are  stabilized 
during  the  cycle.  Significant  differences  between  OSUT  and  TOE 
units  make  the  achievement  of  cohesion  much  more  difficult  in 
the  field.  But  the  current  system  does  not  promote  and  reward 
field  leaders  learning  cohesion  building  ideas  from  OSUT. 

The  UMS  has  made  major  inroads  into  some  of  the  most 

difficult  challenges,  but  early  results  indicate  that  a 

replacement  system  alone  will  not  insure  that  units  are  both 

horizontally  and  vertically  bonded.  Leadership  and  U.  S.  Army 
policies  at  high  and  low  levels  can  still  exert  the  primary 
influence.  As  in  many  aspects  of  Army  life,  the  actions  of 

leaders  at  the  unit  level  Cpiatoon.  company,  and  battalion)  can 


nave  the  greatest  impact  nn  the  soidier  ana  conaifions  tor 
cohesiveness.  The  UMS  wi i i  proviae  soioiers  in  packages  aireaov 
nor  1  :!onta  i  1  y  oonaeo  and  eager  to  oe  vertically  dondeo  like  they 
were  in  USDT .  Leaders  who  learn  this  secret  can  mold  cones ive 
units  even  given  the  conditions  which  researchers  like  Colone: 
Henderson  have  descrided  in  U.S.  Army  TUE  units.  Une  piace  to 
look  tor  insights  is  in  the  U.S.  Army  training  case. 

Pecommenda  t i ons 

1.  Training  and  Doctrine  Command  should  pursue  the  goal  ot 
increasing  the  number  ot  I ET  soldiers  who  train  in  an  OSUT  mode. 
The  measure  ot  success  must  be  related  to  effectiveness  as 
opposed  to  pure  efficiency.  So  I di er i zat i on  and  learning 
individual  skills  in  a  team  environment  need  to  oe  included  as 
discernible  elements  in  all  lET  Programs  of  Instruction.  Ihe 
authors  of  the  TRADOC  I  ET  Strategy  Study  completed  in  i  os  ? 
recognized  that  OSUT  works  and  recommended  it  for  the  I  ET  moae 
of  the  future.  The  bottom  line  is  that  the  current  excellence 
which  TRADOC  has  established  should  not  be  lost  to  the 
"efficiency  experts"  who  seek  to  provioe  resources  only  tor  the 
strictly  quantifiable  elements  of  lET. 

2.  Headquarters  Department  of  the  Army  should  retain  ana 
spread  the  Unit  Manning  System  to  more  units.  A  small  unir 
cfireteam.  squad,  platoon)  package  replacement  system  otters  the 
most  advantages  from  the  cohesion  building  viewooinf  with  a  much 
lower  cost  then  COHORT  at  the  company  or  battalion  level.  This 
concept  would  allow  many  more  active  and  even  reserve  component 
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iinir.5  ro  Denetit  trom  the  UMS.  The  insights  rrom  tne  resear':-'- 
underway  by  ARI  and  WRAIR  nn  unit  cohesion  and  the  UMS  should  r.e 
Shared  with  small  unit  and  senior  Army  leaders. 

3.  HQDA  and  TRADOC  should  implement  the  leadershio  improvemenT 
proposal  "Leadership  tor  the  Nineties"  which  tocuses  on  tne 
Skills  and  abilities  needed  to  foster  more  cohesive  units.  Tn ; « 
initiative  has  great  potential  tor  significant  lesaer 
development  and  should  be  integrated  in  all  leadership  training 
in  TRADOC.  An  exportable  package  should  be  designed  tor  use  by 
unit  leaders.  If  the  Army  does  not  incorporate  both  the 
leadership  training  and  significant  climate  changing  policies, 
much  of  the  value  of  the  UMS  will  be  lost. 

4.  TRADOC  and  HQDA  should  provide  the  structure  tor  encouraging 
greater  contact  between  small  unit  TOE  leaders  and  the  trainino 
base.  This  is  an  obvious  incentive  if  a  small  package 
replacement  system  is  implemented.  TOE  unit  leaders,  especially 
junior  officers,  can  learn  much  about  cohesion  building  from 
OSUT  units.  The  vast  potential  of  the  1 ET  "leadership  lab" 
needs  to  be  harnessed  and  spread  to  the  whole  Army. 

5.  TOE  unit  leaders  at  battalion  level  and  below  need  to  focus 
on  the  attainment  of  sma I  1  unit  cohesion  as  a  specific  goal  .  not 
just  a  byproduct.  Reducing  internal  turbulence  (that  which 
never  shows  up  on  the  Unit  Status  Report)  can  do  much  to  foster 
cohesion.  Leaders  need  to  emphasize  cohesion-building  skills  in 
their  Officer  and  Noncommissioned  Officer  Professional 
Development  Programs.  TOE  leaders  at  brigade  and  above  need  'c 


establish  commana  climates  ana  policies  which  tester  and  reward 
cohesion  building.  un i y  when  leaders  value  bonding  as  a  combar 
multiplier  more  highly  than  they  value  the  flexibility  ot 
treating  soldiers  like  spare  parts  will  the  UMS  meet  irs  fu'i 
potential.  Senior  leaders  who  nurture  and  reward  innovative 
ideas  tor  sma I i  unit  cohesion  in  the  environment  of  the  eighties 
are  critical Iv  needed. 

We  have  explored  cohesion  and  the  cohesion  bu i iding  process 
in  rne  U.  S.  Army  from  an  OSUT  commander  s  perspective.  The 
soldiers  who  graduate  from  OSUT  today  are  trained  in  individual 
Skills  but  immersed  in  a  total  team  environment.  We  can  best 
motivate  these  soldiers  by  integrating  them  into  cohesive  teams 
in  their  TOE  units.  The  bonding  skills  and  cohesive  climate 
they  absorbed  in  OSUT  will  then  be  carried  forward  producing  a 
maturing  unit  that  learns  together,  trains  to  progressively 
higher  standards,  ana  becomes  a  more  cohesive,  combat  ready 
team.  The  commander  who  understands  this  will  be  successful  in 
harnessing  the  combat  multiplier  which  Clausewitz  called 
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